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Congress determines through legislative action both the size and structure of the federal
judiciary. Consequently, the creation of any new permanent or temporary U.S. circuit and d
court judgeships must be authorized by Congregsermanent judgesh, as the term suggests,
permanently increases the number of judgeships in a district or circuit, vibitgparary
judgeshipincreases the number of judgeships for a limited period of time.

Congress last enacted comprehensive judgeship legislatio®® $hce then, there have been a relatively smaller number
of district court judgeships created using appropriat@reuthorizatiorbills.

The Judicial Conference of the United States, the policymaking body of the federal courts, makes biennial cstoimsen

to Congress that identify any circuit and district cetirat, according to the Conference, require new permanent judgeships
to appropriately administer civil and criminal justiin the federal court system.evaluating whether a court mightate
additional judgeships, the Judicial Conference examines whether certain caseload levels have been met, as well as court
specific information that might uniquedffecta particular court. The caseload level of a court is expressed as filings per
authoried judgeship, assuming all vacancies on the court are filled.

The Judicial Conference’s most TrTecent 7t ec oniveparndanenti on, 1 e
judgeshipdor the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit (camspdof California, eight other western states, and two

U.S. territories). The Conference also recommends creating 65 permanent U.S. district court judgeships, as well as converting
8 temporary district court judgeships to permanent status.

In making its recommndations to Congress, the Judicial Conference also identifies any courts that might have the most
urgent need for new judgeships. These courts are considered, by the Conference, to have extraordinarily high and sustained
workloads. In its most recent renmendations, the Conference identified six U.S. district courts it considers to have the

most urgent need for new judgeships to be authorized by Congress.
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Introduction

Article 1 Seen i pmb & a hdwwdtidcei ad o nPsotwietru toif t he Un
shall ©be ed in one supreme Court, &@nd i1in s
to ti1me

the simet efrthe federal judiciary. For exa
deter mined, in part, by the number of U. S. cirec
CongtCosnsgress has, at numerous tamesiaveéhet hambpe
of such judgeships imavoedemedcds mebtthdef ovdbeikd oac

The Judicial Confertthnead ippdilaitlthhyemalkniin g db Sdyp tefs t he
cou’mtasklgisdmd recommendatsensttotCongidentidyang
and district courts that may be in need of addit
recommendations for new U.S. circuit and distric
Conference tTn March 20109.

11,

vest u c
ordd@Consaduent hhPp] i €bngress deter mines th
and mp
d U

U. €ircuit Courts

U. Soouretfs appeals, or circuidi stomirdts ,cduarkte dopoeicail &
also empowered to eview the deWhenoheaof nmany
challenge to a distriatedowithdacissogebgomphic
a court of appeals is to determine whether or n
cof€Cases presentedatre GeSheraildgyuictonsoawdretred by |
me mber (pamelusit courts do not wuse juries).

a
C
C
1

The nadtiivoindeids i nto 12 gsokrwphhcacUr8uit¢tourt of
oneationwide dc¢dihrec U. S. Court of Aphpsalspefcamltilze dF
subject meattiPtoenr j urisdi

Al toget hes,hilp’9 fjoudg hese 13 cirbuyitdédedufos the
12 regional circuits and 12 for tMaei nfee,deral Circ
Massachusetts, New Hampshictorgds RhedédeWwebkiandpmbed

1 Other types of federal judgeship are also authorized by Congress, including judgeships for the U.S. Supreme Court,
U.S. Court of International Trade, territorial district cauend the U.S. Court of Federal Claims. Judgeships for these
particular courts are outside the scope of this report.

2The Chief Justice of the United States is the presiding officer of the Judicial Conference. According to the

Administrative Offceof US. Courts, the “Conference operates through a n
and advise on a wide variety of subjects such as information technology, personnel, probation and pretrial services,

space and facilities, security, judicial salaried Benefits, budget, defender services, court administration, and rules of
practice and procedure. ” Se cAboutthaiuditial Confarengey ea tOf fi ce of U. S.
https://www.uscourts.goaboutfederatcourtsgovernancgudicial-conferencedboutjudicial-conference

SThe most recent recommendations are availablepsat’ Administr
https://www.uscourts.goj/dgesjudgeshipsduthorizedjudgeshipgsee hypertext link available at bottom of source

page).

“Administrative OCofiri Role and Structilize’s httpstiwwwiuscaurts.gdaboutfederatcourts/
courtrole-and-structure

5The Federal Circuit (which was created in its modern form in 1982 by the Federal Courts Improvement Act, 96 Stat.

25), has nationwide jurisdiction and hears certain specialized legal claims related to international trade, government

contracts, patentsatrd e ma r k s , certain money claims against the U.S. go
and public safety officers’ benefits c¢laims.

Congressional Research Service 1



Recent Recommendations by the Judicial Conference for New Judgeships

aut horized,] mhged £NMii ptsh Ci Atas ka(cAdmprzornangCalifo
Ha wai i, I daho, Mont ana, Mawa dh2ef Goesdqn, and Wash
U.S. District Courts

U. S. di samrd ctthecrofusat sc ebrt sctofonge nlechreasle jturiiasld ic our
facts and apply legal'Tprahcipdiescowduesodviey da s ¢
(although a U.S. magistrate judge may also condu
Eeah state has at least one district court (there
Columbia and Puerto Rico). States with more thart
districts, with each diexamplte haGa lnigf cornmei ad iisst rd ic
judici aleadeihs twriitcht si ts own district couft. Altoge
There3daAet b6dle III1 U. S. distridctbhb yl@uargtr ejswd heasshi
aut horwezen bjedtges Ri8ps for eaShe Ui Si cadliky,ritche cdiu
for the Eastern District of Oklahoma (Muskogee)
among U. S. district courts. DhetdistroftNewulYdnk
(Manhattan) and the Central District of Califorr
judgeships, the most among U.S. district courts.

The Role of Congress in Creat

Congress first exer ctios edde tietrsmicnoen stthiet ustiizoen aaln dp oswe
judiciary with pass ag®Thoef atchte alJuutdhiocriiazreyd Alc9t joufd gl
district courts anComghiens sthhoSveprame bEgumt € xp ai

8 The Ninth Circuit also includes two U.S. territories, Guam and the Northern Mariana Islands.

7 AdministrativeOf f i ¢ e o f dourtRole afic Structure”, httgst//www.uscourts.goaboutfederatcourts/
courtrole-andstructure

8 This does not include three districturts located in several U.S. territories. Specifically, there is one district court

each in Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. These courts were established by Congress
under its authority to govern the territories granted\tiicle IV of the Constitution. Judges confirmed to these courts
serve 1@year terms (unlike Article I district court judges who are appointed for life unless they voluntarily leave

office or are removed from office by Congress). As with Article 11l ¢suterritorial courts hear cases arising out of

federal law, their decisions may be appealed to a U.S. circuit court of appeals, and their judicial nominations are
referred to the Senate Judiciary Committee.

9 This total includes 10 temporary judgeshifee the U.S. Courts websitehdp://www.uscourts.gov/
JudgesAndJudgeshipsaithorizedJudgeships.aspx

101 Stat. 73, September 24, 1789. The act established aidmemkbfederal judiciary composed of district and circuit
courts, as well as a Supreme Court. Note, however, that the initial functions of the circuit and district courts created by
the act were different from their current roles in the modern judiciary.i@istiurts, for example, handled all maritime

and admiralty cases but heard only minor c¢riminal a
federal system and exercises | i mit wetecanpustedlby district coyrtu r i

13

d ¢
dic

— =
B =<

n
sdi
judges and Supreme Court Justices, who rode circuit.?”
as there are today (those judgeships were created in 1869). Finally, while the role of the SupredtheiGmtinis
early period was largely the same as the modern Court, it had far less discretion regarding the cases it could hear than
the modern Court. For more inf or maltandmark Judicalleagislatione act , s e
The Judiciary Act of 1789, 1 Stat. 73at https://www.fjc.govhistorylegislationfandmarklegislationjudiciary-act

1789 For additional information about thestorical development of the Supreme Court, see, for example, Kevin T.

o -

Mc Guire, “The Institut i on aPoliticahAndlysisivol.dZ, not 2n(2004JppS12BI2S u pr e me Cou

11 The act specified that there would be onée€ustice and fivé\ssociate Ustices.
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judi cmoasrty ianlmeadiddatmegl y wo additional district cour
another in 1791,

Changes in the Number of U.S. Circuit
Judgeships from 1891 through 2018

As the population of the coueaktxpgndadreanddfedesa
law became more complex, the number of judgeshirt
increase ‘'daunrd'b2gOnt hei ¢9. By the end of 1900 Congr
aut horized a totautdgdésBBpU. 8ndco67ctfistcpartcourt
By the end of 1950, there were an additional 37
65) and 145 additional district court judgeships
were aftdb79lcircuit court judge®Mmti ppsr easnedn t6,6 1t hdeirs
remain 179 c¢circuit court judgeships, while the 7
6713

Figlasleows the change, over time, in the number o
aut horized by Congress from 1891 through 2018.

U.S. Circuit Court Judgeships

The largest increas¢ kwouthe jmdglehi pf ' 'oiccurred |
Congress when the number of judgeshlpsgaeantcreaseod
increa

se occurr e'dCoimg rleds8s4 wlhuerni ntgh et hneu ®b8e r of j ud
2 4, frolnp 81.4 4T-hted gextt increase in circuit court j-
97Congriers s1982 the number of circuit court judge
14%The 12 judgeships authorized by h€@angdir &8ss in 1
Court of Appeals Yor the Federal Circuit

t court j udgsCsomigpse sisn carneda s e ¢

The number of <ci 1
t t mumber to the present day.

rcu
has remained a t ha

121n 1790, Congress created two new judicial distrietsie for North Carolina and one for Rhode Island (the other 11
original states each had its own judicial district established previously by the Judiciary Act of 1789). Vermont, which
became a state on December 5, 1790, was given its own judicial district on March 2, 1791 (1 Cong. Ch. 12). See
Administrative OGChfonologicaldHiStoryof Authorizeéd JudgeskigBistfict Courts ”  a t
https://www.uscourts.gofgderatcourtfinder/search

B The Judiciary Act of 1891 (26 Stat. 826), commonly referred to the Evarts Act, established nine regional courts of
appeals. The act “gave the U.S. courts of appeals jurisdic
courts ... [and] th Act sharply limited the categories of cases that could be rouippkaled to the Supreme Catrt.

The act created a newuthorized judge for each circuit (as well as made the existing circuit judgeships, established

by Congress in 1869, judgeships tbe various new regional courts of appeals). Additionally, in 1893, Congress

established a court of appeals for the District of Columbia. The Tenth Circuit was created in 1929, while the Eleventh

Circuit was created in 1980. See Administrative Offic&Jof S .  Clhe W.S. €ourts 6f Appeals and the Federal

Judiciary ” httpst//www.fijc.govhistorykcourtsl.s-courtsappealsandfederatjudiciary.

14 This induded, at the time, 10 temporary U.S. district court judgeships.
15The current total includes 10 temporary district court judgeships.

16 This number is followed closely by the increase in circuit court judgeships in 1990 during #eat@fress when
the number of judgeships increased by 11, from 168 to 179.

17 As mentioned previously, the Federal Circuit has nationwide jurisdiction and hears certain specialized legal claims
related to international trade, government contracts, pateadentarks, certain money claims against the U.S.
government, feder al personnel, veterans’ benefits, and pub
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the cofathenU. S. courts of appeals in 1891 that
circuit coWrt judgeships.

Figure 1.Congressional Authorization of U.S. Circuit and District Court Judgeships
(1891 through 2018)

Change in number of judgeships
800
District 673%
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Source: Congressional Research Servirased ompublicdata provided by the Administrative Office of U.S.
Courts.

Note : This figure shows the change in the number of U.S. circuit and district court judgeships authorized by
Congress from 1891 through 2018.

U. Pistrict Court Judgeships

The largest increase in the number of 'Mistrict ¢
Congress when the number of | ud Tehseh ilhpesx giersctr e a s e ¢
increase in disturdrcdd ciomrt9F@degnsis pstwhberel ® he nu
of judgeships increased-lbkay gk4d,t fimaoameankle tiam @&hle.
district court judgeshiBongresnsrwldennt H®6duncberr
judgeshi pbsy i6n2c,r efarsofmd 241 to 303.

The number ?alfi spermanaemturt judgeships 'i"ncreased
Congress and has remained?Tahti st haetprrewsmetrs ttchet Heo
of time since diissthreid ti c oluZw &% twhearte @osntgarbels s has
permanent distr®ict court judgeships.

18 The secondongest period during which Congress did not authorize any new U.S. circuit court judgeships was t
17-year period from 1905 through 1921 (when there were 32 circuit court judgeships).

19This included congressional authorization of one temporary district court judgeship.

20 This included authorization of two temporary district court judgeships. Tinease in 1961 is followed closely by
the increase in district court judgeships in 1984 during tHeC@igress when the number of judgeships increased by
61, from 510 to 571 (which included the authorization of 8 temporary district court judgeships).

2L The distinction between permanent and temporary judgeships is discussed in the text of the report.

22 During this same period the number of temporary district court judgeships has, depending on the year, ranged from
10 to 13 judgeships. Consequently, thaltoumber of district court judgeships (including both permanent and
temporary judgeships) has ranged from 673 to 676 from 2003 through 2018.

23 The secondongest period during which Congress did not authorize any new permanent U.S. district court
judgeshps was the 14ear period from 1822 through 1835 (when there were 27 district court judgeships).
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ctions of the U.S. Code that authorize permanent circuit and

district court judgeships. See 28 U.S.C. 84d 38 U.S.C. §133, respectively. Temporary judgeships are created by
statutory language stipulating that the first vacancy occurring in a judicial district after a specified period of time shall
not be filled. For example, in 2002, Congress created sexenemporary district court judgeships (as well as eight

new permanent district court judgeships). In creating the temporary judgeships, the statutory languages specified that

“the first vacancy in the

occurring 10 years or more after the confirmation date of the judgedranfié the temporary vacancy shall not be

fill eMRL. 1072338312 (c).

Judges appointed to temporary judgeships are Article Il
permanent judgeships, “ho
purposes, means that their appointments are for life unl
impeachment. In other words, a judge appointed to a te

o f f i wict judgefautidoiized by this subsgction, ge i n each
I judges who, as is the case with their peers appointed to
I1d their Off i ewsvhichdorprasttal good behav

ess removed from office by Congress through the process of
mporary judgeship can continue to serve even after a temporary

judgeship lapses gén that, as specified by the statutory language that created the temporary judgeshipcimea

occurring after a congressionabyecified date that is not
vacancy might be for any of thedgeships authorized for
discussed further in the text.

filled (in order to account for the lapsed judgeship). That
the court, not just for the temporary judgeship. This issue is

25The creation of a temporary U.S. circuit court judgeship has been a rare occurrence. Specifically, from 1960 through
2018, Congress caged temporary circuit court judgeships on only one occasion. In 1966, four temporary circuit
judgeships were created for the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. Two years later, Congress converted these
judgeships to permanent positions. See B9372, March 18, 1966, and P.L.-3@7, June 18, 1968, respectively. In

contrast, Congress has more frequently created tempor.

ary judgeships for U.S. district courts. During this same period,

Congress created 41 temporary district court judgeships on déferent occasions.

26 At present, for example, there is a temporary judgesh

ip authorized for the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District

of Missouri. The judgeship was initially authorized in 19P0_( 101650, December 1, 1990). Since 1990 the
temporary judgeship has been extended nine times by Congress, with the most recent extension occurring in February

2019. See Consolidated Appropriations Act of 20A9.(11

66, February 15, 2019).
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temporary judgeship, Congress specifies the numt
Congress can also convert a emporary judgeship
I' f Congr eesxst ednode sa ntoetmpor ary judgeship or change
temporary judges?lifp ae vjeundtgueaslhliyp 1laappsseess. i t me ans
temporary judgeship, the first vacafniclyl ionng otrh ea f t
first vacancy that arises after a temporary jud:g
returns to the number authorized by Congress pri
judgeship.

At present, there are¢ to9rpeyjmadgenhi PsSandino t «
judgeships Additionally, there are 663 per manen
district court judgeships. These te mpaohlaecy judge

Table 1.Temporary U.S. District Court Judgeships
(as of September,2019)

Judicial District Date First Date Judgeship Is

Authorized 2 Set to Lapse P
Northern District of Alabama 11/02/2002 09/17/2020
District of Arizona 11/02/2002 07/08/2020
Central District of California 11/02/2002 04/27/2020
Southern District of Florida 11/02/2002 07/31/2020
District of Hawaii 12/01/1990 04/07/2020
District of Kansas 12/01/1990 05/21/2020
Eastern District of Missouri 12/01/1990 05/20/2020
District of New Mexico 11/02/2002 07/14/2020
Western District of North Carolina 11/02/2002 04/28/2020
Eastern District of Texas 11/02/2002 09/30/2020

Source: Congressional Research Service
Note: This table lists the 10 temporary U.S. district court judigips that exist as of Septemb&r2019.

a. All of the temporary judgeships listed Trable 1 were most recently extended by the Consolidated
Appropriations Act of 2019R.L. 1165, February 15, 2019).

b. A vacancy occurring on or after this date for the court listed will not be filled. However, the date presented
in Table 1 is applicable only if Congress does not further extend the judgeship or convert it to a
permanent judgeship.

c. The seven temporary judgeships listedrable 1 that were created on this date were authorized ByL.
107-273

d. The three temporary judgships listed ifable 1 that were created on this date were authorized ByL.
101-650.

27 See, for example?.L. 102650, December 1, 1990 (Congress magemanent a total of six temporary district court
judgeships that had been previously authorized for the Northern District of lllinois, Northern District of Indiana,
District of Massachusetts, Western District of New York, Northern District of Ohio, and/dstern District of
Washington).

28 For example, Congress created a temporary judgeship for the Northern District of Ohio in 1990.($8&650,
December 1, 1990). Thedgeship was extended four times (in 1997, 2002, 2007, and 2009) but was not extended a
fifth time and was never made permanent. Consequently, the judgeship has since lapsed. Since 1991, a total of 6
temporary district judgeships have lapsed.
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Legislation Creating New Judgeships Si
Congress has a variety of legislative vehicles a
district court judgeships. Legislatiome that auttk
and Senate (and is also subject to a presidentia
either or both of the House and Senate Judiciar)y
Congress has sometimes usedtthke jappropmriya twii ¢ ths a
district court judgeships

Omni bus Judgeship Bills

I f
u s

it desires to create a relatively large numbe
e“oanm i bus judgeships bill

omnibus judgeobieps ofi ltlh,i sf camptomde, ppudpl e iorhar t:
larger bill concerned exclusivel?Sionrc emols9%7l17y wi
ngress has enacted three omnibus judgaship bil
90 Information related to t hadbd et hree pieces

[a—

Table 2. Omnibus Bills Used to Create New Judgeships
(1977:2018)

Date

Bill Citation Enacted

Description

Omnibus Judgeship Act of 197¢ P.L. 95486 10/20/1978 Created 35 circuit court judgeshimnd 17 district

court judgeships (113 permanent andednporary)

Bankruptcy Amendments and  P.L. 98353 07/10/1984 Created 24 circuit court judgeships and 61 district
Federal Judgeship Act of 1984 court judgeships (53 permanent and 8 temporary)

Federal Judgeship Act of 1990 P.L.103650 12/01/1990 Created 11 circuit court judgeships afid district

court judgeships (6pbermanent and 18mporary)

Ea
Co
f o
Fe
Se
an

Esa
un
De

Source: Congressional Research Service

Note: This table shows omnibus judgeship bills from 1977 thra®2@ft8 that created new U.S. circuit and
district court judgeships.

a. For the circuit court judgeships created by the act, t
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, no more than 11 of suoh pidgpr i or t o January 21,
For the district court judgeships created by the act,
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, no more than twangy of such judges prior to January
2,185. 6

ch of the three omnibus bills was first 1introc
mmittee on the Judiciary. The Omnn biutss Jfuidngaels hi
bm a volk2 odnd®92he SeddtedhikrdBprotye AmEndrment s
deral Judgeship Acitn oift sl Dffi4dnaaplay o cerdm & h 89 & o u s e
nate by voice vote. Most recently, the Federal
d Siem aittes bfyi nvaoli cfeo rvim t e .

h of the three bill
ified or divided pa
mocratic control of

s was passed in a different
rty control of the presider
he pnr els9i8dde,n ctyh,e rteh ew aSse ndait ve

29 An omnibs judgeship bill may additionally convert or extend temporary judgeships in a relatively large number of
judicial districts.
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contwiolh Republicans controlling the presidency
majority party in the House Finadwiyt,th in 1990, t
Republicans controllcngtshhopdengdmagygrande De mo
Hous e .

Since the last omnibus judgeships bill passed Cc
circuit and district courts HaYys2 Qilffcirleiansgesd .i nF rtohne
couftappeals increased by 15%, while filings 1in
terms of specific types of cases, cainwi lc acsaesse s 11
involving criminal felony defethdagtesatasctrcgsewdt
occurred in cases related to personal injury 11ia
litigation actions i#fvolving pharmaceutical case

Appropr iamtdi Amd¢ h oBiilzlast i on

In the past, Ccornegarteeses] shtaisvealty tsimalsl er number of
legislative vehicles. In recent years this has L
judgeships, with Congress authoripsngsangel ati ve
appropriautibbmrsi maantdi on bill s.

This has occurred on three occasions in the past
new district court judgeships (not <circuit ¢ r
judgeships were c¢r2e0altIeidn gb cat pwpereonp r1i9a9t9i oamnsd and aut
Information related to theseTald3ree pieces of 1 eg

Table 3.Appropriations and Authorization Bills Used to Create New Judgeships

Ap

(19772018)
. - Date -
Bill Citation Enacted Description
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2000 P.L.106113 11/29/1999 Created 9 district court judgeships
District of Columbia Appropriations Act, P.L. 106653 12/21/2000 Created 10 district court judgeships
2002
21st Century Department of Justice P.L. 107273  11/02/2002 Created 15 district courjudgeshipg8
Appropriatons Authorization Act permanent and 7 temporary)
Source: Congressional Research Service
Note: This table shows appropriatiocand authorizatiorbills from 1977 througt?2018 that created new U.S.
district court judgeships.
a. The act also contained Commerce, Justice, and State appropriations.
b. The effective date was 07/15/2003.
c. The act also converted four temporary district court judgeships to permanent judgeships
The &lbndapreodp rAipat i ons Act of 2t0h0e0 Hogucseei wetde fo fhal
2 9-63 5 iahnhde Seyn aat v &tde Jthe District of Col umbi a
2001 pasdd¢ed ftihnea 1M ofuosrem2 6-th@® 8 d dhnhden aSbeg a # 8t e of
43. T@€enfRury Department of JusticeiAppteprfiatlon
for mhien Boyusae # 04 caimhdh ¢ Deyn aat e &t.e o f

30 Judicial Conference of the United States, letter to the Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on

the Judiciary, My 14, 2019, Appendix 2, p. 1.
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Each of the three bills way cpoamstsreadl .d ulrn nlg9 %% ra md
Democrats held the presidency while Republicans
Republicans held the presidency and were the maj
the majority party 1in the Senate.

Congraesssalhs o routinely used appropriations bills

that were initial PWAdauat hGonnagirdeds,si nh apsr i wsre dy eaamr sa u t

bill to convert several tempatanpedistrict court

Bills That Restructure the Judiciary
Finally, Congress may choose to establish new ju
least in part, restructure the federal judiciar.y
createdCouvhret UofS. Appeals for the Federal Circuit
a partial restructur jLansg iotf Iltehd tj o dmecrigirnyg btyh eC olh.g
and Patent Aappppeecalllsa tvei tjhUrtihsed iCOluaric msodtf o t hee at e t h
FederalPl@iccenting the new court, Congress aut hq
judge* hips.

o~
pud o

ennial Recommendations by t
Conference for New Judgeships

While Congress 1s ¢ onsetrintiuntiinogn atlhley sriezsep oannsdi bslter uf
feder alryjudihei judecommygndtbegifskbani on that alter
structure of the federal court system. This 1incl
circuittaodudisjndgeships (and to i1identify which
in need of new judgeships).

The Judicial Conference of the United States,

cou¥itss ,t he institutioinady emhat yi swittecs mornshieblja dfio

31 Most recently, for example, an extension of 10 temporary district court judgeships was included in the Consolidated
Appropriations Act of 2019R.L. 1166, February 15, 2019).

32 Specifically, the 2% Century Department of Justice Appropriations Authorization Rdt.(107273, November 2,
2002) converted fouemporary U.S. district court judgeships, with one new permanent judgeship a piece for the
Central District of lllinois, Southern District of Illinois, Northern District of New York, and the Eastern District of
Virginia.

33 See the Federal Courts Improvernant of 1982 (96 Stat. 25, April 2, 1982). The act passed in its final form in the
House 32176 and in the Senate by voice vote.

34 Congress also restructured the judiciary when it created the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit in 1980

by spliting the Fifth Circuit (94 Stat. 1994, October 14, 1980; effective date October 1, 1981). In this instance,

however, Congress did not create any new circuit court judgeships. Instead, Congress reassigned all circuit court judges
whose official duty statiamwere located in Alabama, Florida, or Georgia to the new Eleventh Circuit. Of the 26
judgeships that had been authorized for the former Fifth Circuit, 14 were assigned to the new Fifth Circuit (composed

of Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas) and 12 westgagd to the Eleventh Circuit.

35 The Judicial Conference of the United States, previously known as the Conference of Senior Circuit Judges, is
statutorily empowered to make a comprehensive survey of the conditions of business in the federal couets; prepar
plans for the assignment of judges to or from courts of appeals or district courts, when needed; submit administrative
and policy suggestions to the various courts in the interest of promoting uniformity of management procedures and the
expeditious condtt of court business; exercise authority provided in 28 U.S.C. 8372(c) for the review of circuit

council conduct and disability orders filed under that section; and carry on a continuous study of the operation and
effect of the general rules of practicedgsrocedure in use within the federal courts, as prescribed by the Supreme

Congressional Research Service 9



Recent Recommendations by the Judicial Conference for New Judgeships

judi'crinegyommendations for new judgeships. The Ju
Congress that new judgeships be either permanent
Conference may rocammernj ddtghkasthip thempxtended or
permanent one, or that a judgeship serving multi
district 0% dual districts.

The Judicial Conference makes 1its jMadrgeels harp 71 e cc
April at the begi*hning of a new Congress.

Process Used to Evaluate Need for New

In s¢émgpgding pra€ondeyrenke, Jotbroungh its committe

reviews and evaluates the judgeship needs of all
Conference uses a formal survey process to deter
order to appropriately administer & vil and crir
The multistep survey process B8s Subondmmic¢debi enni
Judicia¥al®datdke¢ed csnto accounte cluaaalntc iwroa krhsotaadn
each court The process is very similar for both
First, a court submits a detailed justification
Judicial®TSetasubedomimehteeviews dsndr eequuaelsuta taensd t h e
prepares an initial recommendation that 1is givern
circuit where the Yequesting court is located.

The circuitijuendl i aheceovo njouvdi gtewssh itpher enquest and ma
recommendation to the subcommittee (which subsec

Court. See 28 U.S.C. 8331, Htps://wwwuscourts.godboutfederatcourtsgovernancgudicial-conferencedbout
judicial-conferencgiidicial-conferenceAdditionally, other statutes provide the Judicial Conference with the
authorization to act in a variety of specific areas dealing withdh@rastration of the federal courts.

«

%A judgeship designated as a roving judgeship” may serve
may include in its biennial recommendations that a roving judgeship be redesignated as servinigglelyistsict.

This was the case, for e xa m991¢udgeshimrequastehatihe tbving judgéshiplCon f er enc e
serving both the Northern and Southern Districts of lowa be redesignated to serve only the district court for the

Northern Dstrict.

37 The most recent recommendations made by the Judicial Conference always supersede any prior judgeship
recommendations made by the Conference. Consequently, the recommendations made in March 2019 supersede the
recommendations made in previous years

38 Judicial Conference of the United States, letter to the Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendix 1.

®This subcommittee is organized under the Conference’s Com

A court itself must first request additional judgeships i:
survey process. U.S. circuit courts are asked to submit requests for additional judgeships only if a majority of the

court’s scappeoyadgt the request. According to the Admini s 1
court as to the appropriate number of judgeships, especially the maximum number, plays a vital role in the evaluation

process, and there is recognition af tieed for flexibility to organize work in a manner which best suits the culture of

the court and satisfies the needs of the region involved.
Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committelesoiudiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendix 1, p. 2.

4% A circuit judicial council in each geographic circuit oversees the administration of courts located within the circuit. A

council is chaired by the chief circuit judge and is composed of an equal numbreutfand district court judges

drawn from courts located within a circuit. The council ha
orders to promote accountability and ‘the rddietctiVeFamd ex
additional information, selettps://www.uscourts.goaboutfederatcourtsgovernancgudicial-conference

i)
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recent caseload data). The subcommittee prepares
approval by the Coommi¢c¢de¢sece DTherlamammmdead e aRtei on 1 s t
provided to the Judicial Conference for final af
This multistep evaluation and recommendation prc
new judgesthitportelyjar s ubcommittee.

Factors Used to Evaluate the Need for

I'n eval udst ijnugd gae schoiupr tr e que st the Judicial Confer
caseload levels havepbeefimeinfas maeyl banfafsehcat © ut rhieg
ourt making the request

Filings per Authorized Judgeship

The caseload levels of the courts determine the
begins to consider any PEhaesdaselfwmad aldadvidli omfala j
expressed as filings per authorized judgeship, a
The specific measure or statistic related to cas
U.S. circuiadijosted fi¥Thmgbeameaerdapanalsed by the

Conference as ©tval satnayr njgundgg epsohiinpt rfeoqrue st by a ci
adjusted filings per panel (based on authorized
The specific measure rel admfdetonca sex damilneasgsf a¢rha
courts wied ghdlelded i | i ngs fJehe asuttahmdad rzde du § eud gteys hti Ipe
Conference as ©twval satnayr njgundgg epsohiinpt rfeoqrue st by a di
weighted filldags) ptpewnkitpmhdirng for any additional
would be recommended by the Conference.

42The caseload standards identified intiwe for U.S. circuit and district courts are not to be interpreted as optimum
caseload levels for these courts. Instead, the standards represent the caseload level used by the Judicial Conference to
begin evaluating requests for additional judgeships.

“Adjusted filings are determined by removing the number of
original pro se appeals as ethérd of a case.

“According to the Administrative Office edinlodkinglat Courts, “a.
requests for additional judgeships, the primary factor for evaluating the need for additional district judgeships is the

level of weighted filings.” Judicial Conference ,0f the Uni

Senate Committee on the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendix 1, p. 3.

“Weighted

filings

29

are a way to account for differences i

civil and criminal matters. Some types of cases that are fildaréourt will be relatively more complex and time
consuming than other types of cases. Types of civil cases with relatively greater case weights include death penalty
habeas corpus proceedings, actions involving the Racketeer Influenced and Corruib@ugarict (RICO), patent

cases, fraud/truth in lending cases, and cases involving the Fair Labor Standards Act. Civil cases with relatively lower
case weights include recovery actions (e.g., defaulted student loans), asbestos cases, forecloswaeddctibaas

corpus actions (other than death penalty appeals). For criminal offenses, types of cases with relatively greater case
weights include criminal enterprise charges, homicide, and extortion cases. Criminal cases with relatively lower case
weightsinclude immigration matters and cases related to larceny, theft, and/or transportation of stolen property. For a

past guide to

Computing

EWehgbisdr Fctings

di fferent types of

Per

cases and how they are
Https d/vawev fjchgovponténthewscase e d 1 9 9

weightscomputingeachdistrictsweighteal-filings-judgeshiprevised1996

The overall
’ civil

court S

t ot al

« 2

divid

for
cases and

weilghted
criminal

filings per judgeship
def enda forthe/cant.t t er s ,
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For smaller district court s, however, with fewer
curwentghted filings @sbiowee S5ddc pent ijmglgfecthigpny ne
calculation would often reduce, for these small e
judgeship bel®»w the 430 level).

Ot her Considerations

While caseload statistiacd arguiemporftoantadidn tae vwalal
the Judicial Confespacefatspopnfonmatdeon thbharttmigh
needs of a particular court. Acc ofodtihnegr tfoa ctthoer sAd
are alsotbonswdeblrdsdsmakeuvuatconrtnique and provide
against a recommendatiIheer faddiorisonal ]l juddgd hlki
senior, Vvisiting, and ma¥geogndpehijwhissutatlos pr ovi
caseload activity; temporsarwonklcaad;s easndramnyecatels
that an individual court highlights as 1important

Mo s t Recent Recommendations f
( 1'1"6ogr es s )

The Judicisl m@Genferera¢t recommendations to Congrt
court judgeships were made in March 2019. The Cc
authorize 5 new circuit cour tc ouurdtg ejsuhdi gpess hainpds 6(5a
as convert 8 existing temporary district court ]

Judicial Circuits Recommended for New

The Judicial Conference recommended that Congres
CourAppoefal s for the Nonshs€eneclbyt hgghehevetd of a
t hgeedge "apmdn etl Hsé¢h ecaowuyr tpendi®ng casel oad.

In June 2018, the Ninth Circuit had 740 adjustec
rdgnal Qircuits).

“Consequently, this could lead to an understatement of a s

46 Judicial Conference of the United States, letter to the Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appe&rd, p. 3.

““The Judicial Conference examines the i-mpcauctbasiordthet hese judg
than by incorporating their assistance into the caseload standards related to filings per authorized judgeship. This is

becauseourts often do not have control over certain factors that determine how much assistance senior judges or

magistrate judges are able to provide. For example, magistrate judges cannot dispose of felony criminal cases (a type of

case affecting many of théstkict courts in need of additional judgeships). Additionally, magistrate judges can only

dispose of civil cases with the consent of all the parties involved. The frequency by which parties provide such consent

is beyond the control of a court.

48 JudicialConference of the United States, letter to the Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on

the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendixi8inth Circuit, Final SubcommitteRecommendatigmp. 5.

49 bid. With the five additional judgeships, the caseldor the Ninth Circuit would still exceed 600 adjusted filing per

panel (which is above the threshold of 500 filings per pan
Judgeship”). Specifically, t he stédifilngsto®3il per panrebvhichis 26%u d ge s hi p s
above the Conferenespecified standard of 500 filings per panel. Ibid.
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Congressional authorization of 5 additional jud:g
number of authorized j udg®asnhdi pisn cfroera steh et hcei rt coutiatl
circuit court judgdswohilBs#s, nationally, from 179

Judicial Districts Recommended for Ne:

The Judicial Conference recommended that Congres
di stfwecth more than one judgeship recommended £
t empor acrty cdoiusrttr ij udges hi ps to permanent position

g@eyleows the 27 judicial districts for which th
2

|
judgeships. Of t he 7 districts, the Conference
judgeship% mflXdi(samrixts). The greatest number o
recommended for the Central District of Califorrt
ot her ¢ThetiCemn)ral District of California 1is the
0

country, with a popul®ation of nearly 19.5 milli

501n 2009, Congress transferred one judgeship from the D.C. Circuit to the Ninth Circltl(s&40177, January 7,

2008; effective January 21, 2009). Prior to the transfer of that single judgeship, Congress last authorized new
judgeships for the Ninth Circuit in 1984 (ded.. 98353 July 10, 1984). At that time, five additional judgeships were
created for the circuit. Since 1984, the population of the Ninth Circuit has increased by approximately 65%, from 40.2
million to 66.5 million. Data for population estimates provided by thi& @ensus Bureau hattps://www.census.gov/
data.html

51 A judicial districtis a term used to describe the geographic boundaries or geographic jurisdiction of a U.S. district
court. As shown byrigure 2, somestates are composed of a single judicial district (e.g., Colorado), while other states
are divided into two or more judicial districts (e.g., Califaris composed of four judicial districts).

52The 10 include a current temporary judgeship that the Judicial Conference recommends be made permanent by
Congress.

53 Data for population estimate provided by the U.S. Census Burédipst/www.census.godata.html
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Figure 2. New U.S. District Court Judgeships Recommended by the Judicial

Conference
(March 2019)
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Source: Congressional Research Service based on public data provided Bythiaistrative Office of U.S.

Courts.

Note : This figure showshe judicial districts where the Judicial Conference has recommended that Congress
authorize new U.S. district court judgeships.
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54 Of the 10 most populous cities in the United States, 2 are located in judicial districts that were not recommended to

receive new

judgeships

in the mo s t r

J mehdationsaChicagoo(lachtedringhe ¢ ¢ * s

Northern District of Illinois) and Philadelphia (located in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania).
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U.S. District Courts Identified as Having Ur

During the JudibMindhCO»@FfFerpmeeeedings, the Confe
Director of the Administraepuec a®@OftfcomgotsWVidnaClCo
for Comfpeprreonveeed additional judgeships for certai
threshold of weighted filings. The purppose of st
focus Catntgernetslsoneonourts determined to have the
par ameters.

T Consf emesatc er ecent recommendations i1identified
f new judgeships, stétointg ntulea ttvwoit thlt seuxgtpda ¢ 1 ¢ iud =
h h and s us t®Tihneesde wloirsktlroiacds .courts imclude the
E tern Dist®Saut bdr Cabii POwmdteoh DIl 6’faimddezt of I n
t DistricH%asnd fDaNeavwarer s ey
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erity fncohdseidnstricts, “requanre¢i ngnmtea i tah
onnsequently, the Ciuwmfesdmdbdd isthgedsCompme a2
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vey process conduStudbdommithecComf dudnece al St :

UJFP;H

e Consfreerceomemee ndations, qQqouéted hat chemgtehimeldo w,f
lings that occurred between September 2017 anc
“t hoef f "Wlmpttehe s ubcommitt eees htiop nraekceo mniesn diantiitoinasl
e most recent date for which the subcommittee
ocess). The June 2018 reporting date was used
commendations r(eciatd wwa swhtihceh nmtohse Conference had
ailable prior to submitting its recommendatior

T Western DistrEcdmoSepgexmber 2017 to June 201 ¢&
the court 1 fidcuree atsoe da nb yi nnhc3r%faesleo niyn fcirliimmig s .
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55 Proceedings of the Judicial Conference, March 15, 2011, p. 22.

56 Judicial Conference of the United States, letter tdheorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, May 14, 2019.

57 The Western District of Texas holds court proceedings in Alpine, Austin, Del Rio, El Paso, Fort Hood, Midland
Odessa, Pecos, San Antonio, and Waco.

58 The Eastern Distti of California holds court proceedings in Bakersfield, Fresno, Redding, Sacramento, and
Yosemite.

59 The Southern District of Florida holds court proceedings in Fort Lauderdale, Fort Pierce, Key West, Miami, and
West Palm Beach.

60 The Southern District dhdiana holds court proceedings in Evansville, Indianapolis, New Albany, and Terre Haute.
61 The District of New Jersey holds court proceedings in Camden, Newark, and Trenton.
62 The District of Delaware holds court proceedings in Wilmington.

63 Judicial Cofference of the United States, letter to the Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, May 14, 2019.

64 1bid.
85 |bid.

The Conference’s recommendations also include caseload de
Congressional clients interested in such information can contact the author of this report.
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Criminal filings rose 28 percent due to a 48
filings. The increase was partially offset b
prosecutions Criminal filings are mow the h
judgeship. The number of civil cases filed fe
prisoner petitions and private contract 11iti
actions, copyright PTheg@onbarennd phsenhofe
the nafnbsupervised release hearings declined
than twice the nationl average at 109 per j
T Eastern Distr.i Chheanfb eCaloiff @rinwiid cases filed [
contract actions 7r1elatiedn ]t o oas emuflotuird ipsetrrciecntt
cases related to the Fair Debt Collection Pr.
prisoner petitions rose substantially, more 1
property litigation. Civil finhoinngg st hceont i nue
highest in the nation [even i1if the multidist:
number of c¢criminal felony filings rose 12 pe:
types of offenses, the largest®Tdef which occu:
Conference also notes that criminal filings
99 per judgeship, remdin below the national
T Southern DistrTke¢ oveFdori‘labengwoi perbendi s
due to moderaoatd rnovidasmseasd ctmiminal filings.
cases filed rose three percent as 1increases
filings, and civil rights litigations were p:
Standards Act ¢ as ecsa,s epsr irseolnaetre dp ettoi ttihoen sFai r D
Practices Act, and Thec nalmbsec wifi tcy ianpmadl « ¢ 1
increased two percent as 1ncreases 1n most o
occurred in fraud prrosdeatiovmasinmdregyt hbunr glf:
larceny, afflh¢ h€dnfdfidnamgsal so’snotes that the
pending “rcearsacilnosads ubstantially¥ below the natio
T Southern DistriSchceoef Sk ftdhkecambcaorur2td le7x,per i enced
influx of over 2,200 personal injury product
multidistrict 1litigation (MDL) action in whi.
couU'Apart from these cases, overall filings f
67 Judicial Conference of the United States, lettethe Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendix 3, Texas Westehanges in Caseload and Judicial Officer Resources Since
September 201p. 5.
68 |bid.
69 Judicial Conference of the United States, tettehe Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendix 3, California East€ranges in Caseload and Judicial Officer Resources
Since September 2017. 5.
0 1hid.
7% Judicial Conference of the United States, letter to the Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendix 3, Florida South€mnges in Caseload and Judicial Officer Resources Since
September 201p. 5.
72 |bid.
BMultidistrict litigation (MDL) occurs when “civil actions
pending in different” U.S. district courts. 28 U.S.C. §140
involve MDL. Ifcasesare ons ol i dated wunder MDL, they are sent to one di s

all pretrial proceedings and discovery. If there is no settlement or the cases are not dismissed by the transferee court,
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civigs fwassinpartially offset by an increase 1in
civil cases filed decreased four percent as
rights cases, and federal prisoner petitions
statoeneprr ipset i tions. The number of criminal fe
almost entirely to a 63 PTthee iCtonfiese nicre fir e
also notes, however, that criminal filings 1i:
108 per rjeundfgidm lghp’Jtyh ebenlactw d®>nal average.

1 District of ENewW uldeirnsgeyc e uéenatlyp€sl pfigsasesce
10 percent due to increases 1in both civil an
of c¢ivil. aclassoe sr ofsiadd wbd0 ppdmaent y to increases i
litigation, <c¢civil rights actions, ERISA fili:
security appeals. A 27 percent increase 1n cI
number of firearms, dougq¢ uifAdduidt,i cannadl liymmi gr a -
the pending catelacdd fdombtllkad a@asumnt result of
personal injury "PThoed uJcutd ilciiaabli 1G otnyf ecraesnecse. a l s o
‘desplte the increasece, crilmd nmdt ifdad iamtgs3 @rpgenra
judgeé&®hip.

T District .ofFrDoenh aSwaprtee mb e ro 2drld/l It of iJluinreg £ 0rl B, ¢
seven percent due to an increase 1in civil i
rose eight percent due alemaownt patteinte lly tti g ad i
The court ha the highest number of patent
substantially s sncMa yt h2e0 1STT firettmesriCobna nith L L C
V. Kraft Foods, Gwlbiuph Bhadidsi ddoCt he venue st an
patent infr1anlewnelntflllalwnsgumtasre.now well above
average at 5M8npeonifmudmteerhitmpfen &l fel ony
filings adse cfliilniendgs. .o.f all offend¥e types remai
Additionally, in 1its recommendation, t he Jud:
filings in the“Dis"tlioiewces to fi nDetlhaewanraet i on at 21
judge® hip.

they are sent back to the originak¢isferor) court for trial.

74 Judicial Conference of the United States, letter to the Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendix 3, Indiana South@hanges in Caseload and Judicial Officer Resources Since
September 201p. 5. The Conference further notes that even if the over 2,200 personal injury product liability cases
related to the MDL action are excluded from its analysis, weighted filings for the Southern District of Indiana would
stand at 703 peuglgeship—which is still among the highest in the nation. Ibid.

5 |bid.

76 The cases excluded from these particular statistics reported for the District of New Jersey include several MDL
actions for which the district court serves as the transferee court.

77 Judicial Conference of the United States, letter to the Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendix 3, New Jer&hanges in Caseload and Judicial Officer Resources Since
September 201p. 6. Ibid.

78 bid.
7 |bid.

80 Judicial Conference of the United States, letter to the Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on
the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendix 3, Delaw&banges in Caseload and Judicial Officer Resources Since
September 201p. 6.

8 bid.
82 |bid.
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Weighted Case Filings of Judicial Districts
As s¢mssed above, the specific statistic used by
across U. S. district courts 1is the number of wei
coukitgByleows the number of weighted filings per
courts included mast hee Comtf ereacdmamendation to Co
The national averageawtfh dr2ilz ewdk ijgthd geds hfiigd iinsg ss lpew
line in the figure. For the 27 district courts v
judgeships (including conversion of existing ter
filingedaé6éd6b6aper authorized judgeship.

of t e 27 district courts recommended to receive
that fall below 500 weighted5SOHGdIltimgs59 Peweiaghtthod i
8 courts haovieglt0dd tHi 69®gsw; 4 cour tls chbauvwe 7hEGEG t o
800 weighted filings; and 3 courts have more t ha
The five diFsitgrGiwdettsh Itihset egd eiat est number of wei gh
six U.S. district courts discussed above as havi
(the remaining district, t e nlfihigh hhetr nn Dmber i @ f ¢
weighted filings).

A plurality of the FU.gSB8redtsthnidctt peumasnehitstadg:k
in 1990 (10 of 27, or 37%) Another 8 district c
prior to 1990 (2 in PA&4, 95distr9728, comdtb ilmstko¢
judgeship authorized after 1990 (1 in 1999, 5 i
83 The weighted filings statistic reportedfigure 3 for each U.S. district court are current as of March 31, 2019.

These statisticsareav | abl e online at Admi nFederalCaurt Managen@ift Statisties w@ft U. S. C«

https://www.uscourts.gostatisticsreportsanalysisreportsfederatcourtmanagemenstatistics

84 Of the 27 judicial districts listed iRigure 3, the U.S. District Court for the District of Idaho has gone the longest
since a new permanent judgeship was authorized by Congress. The district last received a permanent judgeship in 1954.
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Figure 3. Number of Weighted Filings per Judgeship for U.S. District Courts
Recommended by Judicial Conference to Rec eive Additional Judgeships

(as of March 31, 2019)

Weighted Filings per New Judgeships  Existing
District Judgeship Asof 3/31/2019 Recommended  Judgeships
National B New Permanent Last Year
Mo RESTITE o |, "

District of New Jersey ' 1066  HHEN 4 17] 1990
Southern District of Indiana (Indianapolis) : 1,058 : 5] 1978
District of Delaware : 1,012 | I 4] 1984
Eastern District of California (Fresno) i 800 NN 5 6| 1978
Western District of Texas (San Antonio) i 789 LTI 13] 2002
Northern District of Florida (Pensacola) P 718 m 4] 1990
Southern District of Florida (Miami) 778 I 4 171 2000
District of Arizona i 755 HNEED 5 121 2000
Central District of California (Los Angeles) {650 BRRREREEEN 10 271 1990
Middle District of Florida (Orlando) L6 [ ]| 15| 1999
Northern District of Georgia (Atlanta) i 640 | K 1] 1978
Southern District of Texas (Houston) {640 [ | P 19| 2000
District of Colorado i 64 m: 7| 1984
Northern District of California (San Francisco) {606 ] g 14| 1990
Southern District of California (San Diego) 606 NN 4 13| 2002
Eastern District of Texas (Tyler) i 604 [TTE 7|1 1990
Western District of New York (Buffalo) 594 (K 4| 1990
Southern District of New York (Manhattan) i 584 | K 28| 1990
District of New Mexico ! 553 m: 61 2000
Eastern District of New York (Brooklyn) i 553 : 15] 1990
District of Idaho 1530 (K 2] 1954
Eastern District of Missouri (St. Louis) 1526 i 6|1 1990
District of Nevada 487 | n 7] 2000
Northern District of lowa (Cedar Rapids) 481 | | | 2| 1990
District of Puerto Rico 378 | 7] 1978
Western District of North Carolina (Charlotte) 371 N1 411 2002
District of Kansas 350 LR 51 1978

* Includes only permanent judgeships or temporary judgeships that were made permanent.

Perm. = Permanent; Temp. = Temporary

Source: Congressional Research Service based on public data provided Bylthiaistrative Office of U.S.

Courts.

Notes: This figure shows, as of March 31, 2019, the number of weighted filingaupfesrized judgeship for

each U.S. district court that was recommended by the Judicial Conference to receive additional judgeships. The
figure also shows the number of new judgeships recommended, the current number of authorized judgeships,
and the last yar when permanent judgeships were authorized for the court.

Several of the courts Ilisted in the figure have
(521 weighted f,i liinncglsu dpienrg jtuhdeg eBFihsitpr)i cotwaof Ne vad
(Cedar Rapids), District of Puerto Rico, Western
District of Kansas.

As mnoted pr ésvicoaussellyo a d icso unfaitd iGcoineaf leornel nyc ef acca mosri d eh
eval uat sng uad gcebsuhritffoms @ que nt’'sl yred hmmmthdbkaems e
based, in pafratc,t oam .a dFdirt iexmamlp 1l e , in 1its evalwuat
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district

s where weighted fithag€oaferbatewidhatrt

r@sons why it recommeSodme aodfd itthi eo nrael a sjoundsg eisnhcilpusd e

manag
caselo
above

decline

ing
ad
t h

Optio

As discu
judiciar
congress
passing
the auth

Congress
were to
1 i mi ttehde

in senior judge assistance in handling c
wor kl oad 1imbalances Dbiecttwe ean hdiigfhf epreenndti nc
relative to otheumhbdistof ce¢r ciwwaenddlls fiml it i
e n®tional average.

ns for Congress

e, Congress detefmideesnlt hrough
uently, creating additional U. S
horization of such judgeships.

s 1 on

0

i d ¢‘ovmirt beuds sjoul degl gys ht ibory sj iubdicgllels shii p &
zat

i notamenmplhpegipsli atti vasvobhildle.

o
—_
e e n g

s a
y. Con
i
1
0

may decide not to authori2donglrdastsi onal
aytuldgris hdepwairc dilt ohpatsi osns available to 1t.
tfoo)l 1 owing

T Adopting all of the most recent recommendati
creating 5 additional permanent judgeships
additionajludpgasmminpsntf or the district courts s
Conference (as well as converting 8 temporar
permanent status).

T Adopting, in part, the recommendations of th
additional pedMmenedtstrrcunitoart judgeships
courts i1identifise d ibeyn ntihael Goenvfieerwe npcreoces s as n
additional judgeships.

T Adoptinghe iGomphemnmeedamme mdid thioonszilmg new
judgeships only tf ocroutrhtes siidxe nU.i Sf.i edi sbtyr itche Co
having the most urgent htead sfoorn ncdaldej wdgdegs h:
adopting ther€ecowimeméonac oomerting eight tempo
judgeships ta pPoerpadadhestdathmsof t he current
temporary judgeships is set to lapse in 2020
permanent by Congress.

T Aut horizing new j uodrg edsihsitprsi cfto rc ocuirrtcsu itth aatn dwe r
recommended for additional judgeships by the
judgeships might be permanent or temporary).
basis of its own review that tuhretrse niost a need
included instmes€Comfeeamanceecommendations. Fo
Judicial Conference ’sonneye da sfsoers sacdsd iat icoimraclu ijtu d
if at least a majority of active judges ser v,
adid ional judgeships. Congress may mnonetheles
judgeships for circuit courts where this thr

85 For specific information about each district court, see Judicial Conference of the United States, letter to the
Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on the Judiciary, May 14, 2019, Appendix 3.
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T Aut horizing new judgeships for some of the ¢
Conference as needing new judgeships, as wel
other courts mnot 1isncnhousdte dr eicne ntth er eCcoonnfimeer nednactei o
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